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Figure 3: The saliency maps based on FA connectomes for all prediction tasks. FA = fractional anisotropy. Blue represents
negative gradients and red represents positive gradients. The colour bar has interval of 0.1 to 99.9 percentile of the gradients
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Figure 4: The histograms of gradients based on SC and FA for each prediction task. FA = fraction anisotropy; SC =
streamline count. The kurtosis measures of gradient distributions for age, g-factor and MHQ-factor predictions based on SC
were 43.67, 10.93, and 11.50 respectively, and were 19.24, 4.36 and 5.16 based on FA. This implies that there were more edges
having gradients close to the mean (zero) for age predictions than in the other 2 prediction tasks. This indicates that the
model relied on a smaller subset of edges for age prediction, but relied on a wide range of edges for g-factor and MHQ-factor
predictions.
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Figure 5: Loadings of the 14 MHQ items in UKB on the principal components derived with PCA. We saw strong positive
loadings of depression/anxiety items on the first PC and positive loadings of psychotic experience items on the second PC.
Please see Supplementary Table 1 in section A.2.2 for exact values of standardised item loadings on principal components.
Q1: Ever addicted to any substance or behaviour ; Q2: Ever felt worried, tense, or anxious for most of a month or longer
; Q3: Ever worried more than most people would in similar situation ; Q4: Ever had prolonged loss of interest in normal
activities ; Q5: Ever had prolonged feelings of sadness or depression ; Q6: Ever heard an un-real voice ; Q7: Ever believed in
an un-real conspiracy against self ; Q8: Ever seen an un-real vision ; Q9: Ever believed in un-real communications or signs
; Q10: Ever self-harmed ; Q11: Ever sought or received professional help for mental distress ; Q12: Ever suffered mental
distress preventing usual activities ; Q13: Ever had period of mania / excitability ; Q14: Ever had period extreme irritability
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Figure 6: Two BrainNetCNN Architectures. E2E: Edge-to-Edge, E2N: Edge-to-Node, N2G: Node-to-Graph, FC: Fully
connected, Leaky ReLU: Leaky Rectified Linear Unit, prob: probability
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Figure 7: Top: 85 times 85 mean connectivity matrices of inter-region connection weights averaged across all participants
(N = 8,183) for six network weightings after performing maximum value normalisation. The two blocks along the diagonal
in each case correspond to the left and right hemispheres. Bottom: the corresponding histograms of nonzero edge weights
pooled across all participants for each weighting (SC is log-scaled). MD = mean diffusivity; FA = fraction anisotropy; SC =
streamline count; OD = orientation dispersion; ISOVF = Isotropic volume fraction; ICVF = Intracellular volume fraction.
The SC weights were shown in log-scale. Apart from the SC weights, the other five network weightings had similar distribution

shape. MD, FA, OD and ICVF had skewness in the range [-0.3, 0.3]. ISOVF had a skewness of 1.36 and SC has a skewness of
8.01.
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Tables

[Weights | MD | FA | SC [ OD | ISOVF | ICVF |
Validation | 78.07 (0.54) | 80.76 (0.70) | 89.18 (0.60) | 83.53 (0.51) | 82.07 (0.75) | 80.45 (0.89)
Training | 87.17 (2.35) | 89.44 (2.40) | 94.10 (1.28) | 91.60 (1.76) | 91.49 (2.70) | 91.58 (3.27)
Test 78.15 (0.86) | 79.74 (0.82) | 86.91 (0.72) | 82.88 (0.95) | 81.82 (0.22) | 78.34 (1.03)

(a) Sex prediction accuracies (mean percentage with standard deviation in brackets) with BrainNetCNN for different connectivity
weightings.

| Weights | MD \ FA \ SC \ OD | ISOVF | ICVF |
Validation [ 4.696 (0.640) | 4.636 (0.645) [ 4.153 (0.727) | 4.374 (0.691) | 4.256 (0.703) [ 4.731 (0.625)
Training | 3.797 (0.785) | 3.669 (0.796) | 3.634 (0.795) | 3.550 (0.804) | 3.538 (0.806) | 3.941 (0.765)
Test 4.640 (0.644) | 4.674 (0.636) | 4.245 (0.706) | 4.571 (0.655) | 4.363 (0.678) | 4.692 (0.626)

(b) Age prediction performance (mean absolute errors with correlations in brackets) with BrainNetCNN for different connectivity
weightings

| Weights | MD \ FA \ SC \ OD | ISOVF | ICVF |
Validation [ 0.151 (0.770) [ 0.168 (0.770) | 0.227 (0.764) [ 0.185 (0.768) [ 0.168 (0.780) | 0.169 (0.769)
Training | 0.232 (0.764) | 0.275 (0.761) | 0.314 (0.745) | 0.315 (0.753) | 0.286 (0.758) | 0.264 (0.763)
Test 0.138 (0.782) | 0.168 (0.780) | 0.201 (0.780) | 0.132 (0.787) | 0.155 (0.786) | 0.160 (0.782)

(c) g-factor prediction performance (correlations with mean absolute error in brackets) with BrainNetCNN for different connectivity
weightings

[ Weights | MD | FA | SC | OD [ ISOVF | ICVF |
Validation | 0.100 (0.803) | 0.089 (0.780) | 0.117 (0.785) | 0.118 (0.794) | 0.095 (0.795) | 0.073 (0.794)
Training | 0.238 (0.797) | 0.252 (0.768) | 0.323 (0.751) | 0.218 (0.785) | 0.403 (0.785) | 0.199 (0.787)
Test 0.116 (0.817) | 0.112 (0.792) | 0.143 (0.790) | 0.130 (0.804) | 0.112 (0.804) | 0.103 (0.805)

(d) MHQ-factor prediction performance (correlations with mean absolute error in brackets) with BrainNetCNN for different connectivity
weightings

Table 1: Prediction performances with BrainNetCNN of four different prediction tasks based on different connectivity
weightings. MD = mean diffusivity; FA = fraction anisotropy; SC = streamline count; OD = orientation dispersion; ISOVF
= isotropic volume fraction; ICVF = intracellular volume fraction. Use of connectomes based on streamline counts generally
led to the best predictive performance results.
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| Weights | MD \ FA \ SC \ OD | ISOVF | ICVF |
Validation [ 0.247 (0.758) | 0.251 (0.760) [ 0.264 (0.756) | 0.255 (0.752) | 0.242 (0.766) | 0.247 (0.751)

Training | 0.311 (0.746) | 0.314 (0.744) | 0.354 (0.731) | 0.325 (0.737) | 0.303 (0.748) | 0.307 (0.738)
Test 0.247 (0.762) | 0.251 (0.764) | 0.244 (0.769) | 0.242 (0.760) | 0.238 (0.768) | 0.249 (0.759)

(a) g-factor prediction performance (correlations with mean absolute error in brackets) using BrainNetCNN model with age and sex
covariates for different connectivity weightings

[ Weights | MD | FA | SC | OD [ ISOVF | ICVF |
Validation | 0.228 (0.773) | 0.223 (0.757) | 0.204 (0.758) | 0.228 (0.758) | 0.183 (0.768) | 0.215 (0.7683)
Training | 0.254 (0.767) | 0.269 (0.749) | 0.335 (0.738) | 0.274 (0.751) | 0.376 (0.739) | 0.262 (0.759)
Test 0.243 (0.778) | 0.239 (0.763) | 0.231 (0.763) | 0.245 (0.764) | 0.202 (0.772) | 0.238 (0.771)

(b) MHQ-factor prediction performance (correlations with mean absolute error in brackets) using BrainNetCNN model with age and sex
covariates for different connectivity weightings

Table 2: g-factor and MHQ-factor prediction performance using BrainNetCNN model with age and sex covariates for different
connectivity weightings. MD = mean diffusivity; FA = fraction anisotropy; SC = streamline count; OD = orientation
dispersion; ISOVF = Isotropic volume fraction; ICVF = Intracellular volume fraction. After adding covariates as external
regressors to the BrainNetCNN model, all network weightings had comparable performances on both g-factor and MHQ-factor
prediction.
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] Model \ BrainNetCNN \ Ridge Logistic Regression \ LASSO Logistic Regression \ SVM \ KRR ‘
Validation | 89.18 (0.70) 89.67 (1.01) 88.22 (1.42) 89.77 (0.91) | 86.44 (1.30)
Training 94.10 (1.28) 93.75 (1.40) 90,41 (0.29) 93.90 (0.89) | 88.09 (0.36)
Test 86.91 (0.72) 87.54 (0.48) 85.90 (0.68) 87.27 (0.56) | 84.28 (0.36)

(a) Performance of the five tested algorithms on sex classification (mean percentage with standard deviation in brackets) with connectivity
measures based on streamline counts.

| Model | BrainNetCNN | Ridge Regression | LASSO Regression | SVM-R | KRR |
Validation | 4.153 (0.727) 4.221 (0.713) 4.238 (0.71) 4.318 (0.698) | 4.402 (0.685)
Training 3.634 (0.795) 3.773 (0.779) 3.897 (0.763) 3.975 (0.738) | 4.271 (0.707)
Test 4.245 (0.706) 4.258 (0.698) 4.282 (0.695) 4.357 (0.684) | 4.434 (0.669)

(b) Performance of the five tested algorithms on age prediction (mean absolute error with correlations in brackets) with connectivity
measures based on streamline counts.

| Model | BrainNetCNN | Ridge Regression | LASSO Regression | SVM-R | KRR |
Validation | 0.264 (0.756) | 0.270 (0.748) 0.268 (0.749) | 0.270 (0.745) | 0.245 (0.759)
Training | 0.354 (0.731) | 0.330 (0.735) 0.335 (0.733) | 0.316 (0.730) | 0.354 (0.728)
Test 0.244 (0.769) 0.248 (0.764) 0.248 (0.765) 0.246 (0.763) | 0.257 (0.768)

(¢) Performance of the five tested algorithms on cognitive g-factor prediction (correlation with mean absolute error in brackets) with
connectivity measures and common covariates based on streamline counts

| Model | BrainNetCNN | Ridge Regression | LASSO Regression |  SVM-R | KRR |
Validation | 0.204 (0.758) | 0.223 (0.767) 0.226 (0.768) | 0.224 (0.794) | 0.207 (0.774)
Training | 0.335 (0.733) | 0.281 (0.753) 0.279 (0.755) | 0.286 (0.750) | 0.269 (0.758)
Test 0.231 (0.763) | 0.244 (0.772) 0.237 (0.776) | 0.230 (0.794) | 0.229 (0.780)

(d) Performance of the five tested algorithms on mental health MHQ-factor prediction (correlation with mean absolute error in brackets)
with connectivity measures and common covariates based on streamline counts

Table 3: Performances of the five tested algorithms on four different prediction tasks with connectivity measures based on
streamline counts. The linear ML models have comparable performance with the non-linear model (KRR) and the deep
learning model (BrainNetCNN) on all four evaluated prediction tasks.
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Sample characteristics Training set summary Test set summary Total Data Available (N)
Sex [F:M] 3647:3306 667:563 8183
Age (in years) [Mean (SD)] 62.10 (7.39) 62.49 (7.45) 8183

(a) Demographic information for the training and test sets of the UK Biobank participants

Cognitive measure Sample mean score Data Available (N)
VNR [Mean (SD)] 6.87(2.1) 7806
RT (in logx) [Mean (SD)] 6.36(0.17) 8090
Pairs Match (in log(z + 1)) [Mean (SD)] 1.29(0.65) 8127
Prospective Memory [1:0] 7257:855 8112

(b) Sample mean scores of the cognitive tasks completed by the UK Biobank participants included in the study
Table 4: Summary characteristics of the UK Biobank participants included in the study. VNR: Verbal Numerical Reasoning.

RT: Reaction Time. Pairs Match: Pairs Matching. For the prospective memory test, 1 means recall at the first attempt and
0 otherwise.
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Cognitive Tasks Loadings

VNR 0.6914
RT -0.5514
Pairs Match -0.5186
Prospective Memory 0.5752
PropVar 0.3455

Table 5: Standardised loadings of individual cognitive test scores on the cognitive g-factor. VNR: Verbal Numerical Reasoning.
RT: Reaction Time. Pairs Match: Pairs Matching. PropVar: Proportion of variance explained by the g-factor.

33


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.03.22271801
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

